Angela - 



You presented the following comment in your last email to us: 
Q: What am I missing something here? 

Jenkins petitioned the tax court & then didn't pay the filing fee or amend the 
petition and the case got dismissed because the court didn't have jurisdiction. 

What makes this different than any other dismissal for lack of jurisdiction in an 
Article 1 court?? How do you see this as a victory?? 

A: What this gentleman, Bob Minarick, has stated is very normal for those who may not fully 
understand federal procedure and federal jurisdiction. As to other Dismissals for Lack of Jurisdiction, 
ask him to provide a reference to what he is actually referring to. ..a document with the USTC on that 
matter on Dismissal. It would be very easy to compare what he is referring to with what Dawn has 
received. As far as I am aware of, a Court Order of Dismissal for Lack of Jurisdiction is the same no 
matter how you read it! 

This is not stated to be controversial or to challenge his intellectual acumen but rather to be clear on 
just exactly what HE is referring to. Rather than to make us guess at what he is thinking or if he has an 
actual Court Order that is different related to the Notice of Deficiency would be more helpful if he has 
stated his question correctly. 

It is easy to talk ABOUT something but never provide any DOCUMENTATION as to what is actually being 
discussed for all to review. Ask him to PROVIDE a COPY of a Court Order of Dismissal for Lack of 
Jurisdiction that says something other than what was provided on Dawn's LOJ Dismissal Order by the 
USTC. Again, the Court Order of Dismissal for Lack of Jurisdiction can't have a myriad of definitions or 
meanings or it would lead to a tremendous amount of confusion. 

It is a fact that: 

The USTC issued a COURT ORDER OF DISMISSAL FOR LACK OF JURISDICTION against the IRS 
Commissioner and for the Petitioner, Dawn Jenkins. 

It is a fact that: 

The narrative that Judge John O. Colvin used, and was stated below the USTC ORDER OF DISMISSAL FOR 
LACK OF JURISDICTION, referenced the two distinct issues that were required of any Petitioner to grant 
the USTC the Jurisdiction that it wanted in order to gain dominion or control over Dawn. She was much 
smarter than to do that! 



What Dawn did not grant to the USTC, in the 28 page proprietary missive we created for her use with 
the USTC was the sub silentio elements the USTC needed from her to gain dominion or control over her 
status by submitting to their jurisdiction. It is my 'impression' that Bob Minarick may be actually 
addressing his true point of contention toward the narrative under the Court Oder by Judge Colvin. 

It is a fact that: 

Those two sub silentio elements are: 

(1) Filing an Amended Petition with the USTC ,and 

(2) Paying the $60 filing fee. 



The USTC would never admit to anyone that what was presented to them in Dawn's missive was on 
target so they use the above references to state that they lost the battle to gain jurisdictional control 
over her. They actually did state it but in a code which to those not well versed in the court's legalese 
would find difficult to decipher. Note that the USTC did not "Dismiss the case for Failure to provide 
Amended Petition and Failure to Pay the Filing Fee". That was just the narrative they used to compound 
the thinking of those who do not understand what the USTC really meant. 

The USTC Dismissal Order was for the very real reason, a LACK OF JURISDCITION over Dawn Jenkins! 

It is a fact that: 

Sub silentio means under silence or without any notice being taken. Passing a thing sub silentio may be 
evidence of consent. [See Black's Law Dictionary, Abridged 6th Edition, page 696] 



The USTC made what was a mere request of Dawn in their initial correspondence with her. They 
purposely did not state to her that by providing them with the two elements listed above that she would 
then be submitting to the jurisdiction of the District of Columbia where the special municipal laws in 
Title 26 are solely viable. Title 26 is not positive law and therefore its jurisdiction is only that of the 
District of Columbia. 



The IRC, Title 26, can only be applied to lawful taxpayers. There are several types of US Taxpayers and 
they are: 



(1) Statutory US Citizens [legal persons created statutorily by the US Congress per 26 USC 7701(a)(1)]. 
This also includes those people born in one of the US Territories or Possessions of the National 
Government such as Guam, Puerto Rico, US Virgin Islands, American Samoa, etc. They are automatically 
subject to the jurisdiction of the USTC. 

(2) US Resident Aliens who are foreigners who made their own personal choice to relocate to the 
District of Columbia or any of the 50 states of the Union from their country of origin. They are 
automatically subject to the jurisdiction of the USTC. 

(3) Nonresident Alien Individuals who elected to work for the National Government in some kind of 
public office that exists by the creative efforts of the US Congress. To work for the US Government is a 
privilege and privileges are taxable. They are automatically subject to the jurisdiction of the USTC. 

(4) Nonresident Alien Individuals who choose to live in any of the US Territories such as Puerto Rico or 
American Samoa. By living in those geographical areas their income is taxable. They are automatically 
subject to the jurisdiction of the USTC. 

(5) Nonresident Alien Individuals who made a voluntary election [with willful and knowing intent would 
have been the correct form ...but they did so sub silentio] by filing their first FIT return [Form 1040] to 
have their income treated [taxed] like that of a US Resident Alien. [See 26 CFR §1.871-l(a) Classification 
of Aliens.] 

This can be located on Cornell University Legal website at: www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/26/1. 871-1] 

The problem for the USTC with those in Group (5) is that they did not truly know what they were doing 
as the 'election' was not made with full knowledge and willful intent of what was about to transpire by 
making that election. 

Therefore, the USTC had to create the two elements to permit or allow the Petitioner, Dawn Jenkins in 
this situation, to make a voluntary submission to the limited jurisdiction of the USTC which is to say, the 
District of Columbia. 

If one is a Constitutional scholar they know immediately that the jurisdiction of the Constitutional 
Republic and the jurisdiction of the National Government, the statutorily defined United States, known 
as the District of Columbia are two separate and distinct jurisdictions. 

The 50 states of the Union, the Constitutional Republic, are unique and this is the only jurisdiction in 
which the Constitution is in full force and effect. In the District of Columbia the Constitution is a mere 
museum piece of art and has no full force and effect of law in the District of Columbia. 

In conclusion, 

Dawn chose NOT to submit to the sub silentio offer of the USTC to allow them to gain dominion or 
control over her but rather opted to remain separate from the limited jurisdiction of the USTC. 



She won this battle with the USTC and was victorious against the IRS Notice of Deficiency that 
precipitated the need to address and resolve this matter with the USTC. 



